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select from each the elements common to several.
Motion study, for instance, may yield generalisations
applicable to more than one occupation. But motion
study has nothing to do with Economics. Nor, in
spite of the hopes of certain industrial psychologists,
is it capable of taking its place. So long as we remain
within the aro^it of any definition of the subject-
matter of Economics in terms of the causes of material
welfare, the connection between Economics and the
technical arts of production must remain hopelessly
obscure.
But, from the point of view of the definition we
have adopted, the connection is perfectly definite.
The technical arts of production are simply to be
grouped among the given factors influencing the
relative scarcity of different economic goods.1 The
technique of cotton manufacture, as such, is no part
of the subject-matter of Economics, but the existence
of a given technique of various potentialities, together
with the other factors influencing supply, conditions
the possible response to any valuation of cotton goods,
and consequently influences the adaptations which it
is the business of Economics to study.
So far, matters are supremely simple. But now it
is necessary to remove certain possible misunder-
standings. At first sight it might appear as if the
conception we are adopting ran the danger of tipping
the baby out with the bath water. In regarding
technique as merely data, are we not in danger of
1 Professor Knight in a recent article ("Economic Science in Recent
Discussion", American Economic Review, voL xxiv., p. 225 et seq.) com-
plains that I do not make clear that technique in relation to economics is
simply so much data. I cannot help thinking that the passage above must
have escaped Professor Knight's attention* I certainly agree with his views
in this respect. Bat I do not know how to put the matter more strongly than
I have done already.
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